This paper investigates the relationship between financial development and income inequality by using a broad range of loan categories as proxies for financial development. Our unique data set allows us to identify loans to micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs). It also allows us to distinguish business loans and consumer loans. Using panel data for 33 provinces in Indonesia during the 2007-2013 period, we find that lending to MSMEs reduces income inequality while businesses loans, either for working capital or investment purposes, but also consumer loans increase income inequality. Our results indicate that boosting loans to micro, small, and mediumsized enterprises could significantly contribute to reduce income inequality.
Introduction
In the early 1980s, Indonesia experienced difficult economic conditions pushing bank regulators to issue a deregulation package to boost the economy. Financial deregulation which was part of the package has led to a significant increase in credit to the private sector. The Indonesian financial system is considered as a bank-based financial system in which banks play a more important role in funding the economy than capital markets 1 . In such a system bank lending is essential to promote economic growth. Apart from promoting economic growth 2 , the question is whether financial development can be an instrument to reduce income inequality. Theoretical, as well as empirical studies regarding the finance -inequality nexus, provide mixed evidence. While some studies show that financial development contributes to reduce income inequality, others argue that finance only benefits for the rich due to lack of access to finance for the poor.
In their theoretical contribution, Greenwood and Javanovic (1990) find an inverted U-shaped relationship between financial development and income inequality. In the early stages, financial development increases income inequality while alleviating it later on. In their setting, financial development is only beneficial for the rich in the first stage because of high financial intermediation cost. Further on with higher economic growth, poverty, as well as income inequality, fall down. By contrast, Banerjee and Newman (1993) and Galor and Zeira (1993) argue that financial development has a negative impact on income inequality. Long-run convergence in income levels will not necessarily occur in economies with capital market imperfections and indivisibilities in human or physical capital investment (Clarke et al. 2003) . Empirical studies also provide mixed evidence although most papers highlight the absence of any threshold effect. Liang (2006) , Clarke et al. (2003) and Li et al. (1998) find a linear relationship on the nexus between finance and inequality. Clarke et al. (2003) specifically also find no evidence of a possible inverted U-shaped relationship between financial development and income inequality.
By using various measures most of the empirical studies on the finance-inequality nexus find that financial development has a negative impact on income inequality. Beck et al. (2007) and Clarke et al. (2006) use private the ratio of credit to GDP to measure financial development; Gimet and Lagoarde-Segot (2011) capture financial development by using a banking sector indicator (interest spread) and a capital market indicator (market capitalization of listed companies to GDP ratio). Kappel (2010) uses private credit channeled by deposit money banks and other financial institution as well as stock market capitalization to GDP to measure financial development. Private credit is a comparatively broad measure of credit issuing intermediaries since it also includes the loans provided financial intermediaries that are not deposit money banks (Beck et al., 2007) .
In the present paper, we break down bank loans into three types based on lending purposes to investigate the effect of financial development on income inequality. In this regard, we contribute to the existing finance-inequality nexus literature by providing evidence on which type of loans might possibly reduce income inequality. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to address this issue. We use detailed data of three types of loan across 33 provinces in Indonesia which are business loans, consumer loans, 3 and loans to micro, small medium and enterprises scaled by province population. We also decompose business loans into loans to working capital and investment. We define business loans as loans to industries or large firms, consumer loans as loans to individuals or households, and loans to small and medium-sized enterprises are loans to small-sized businesses. Arguably, loans to micro, small and medium-sized enterprises could lower the level of income inequality as such loans are mostly granted to lower middle society.
Our results show that bank loans to micro, small and medium-sized enterprise contribute to reduce income inequality, whereas bank loans to investment and working capital as well as consumer loan exacerbates inequality.
Data, Sample, and Measurement.
To investigate the relationship between different types of bank lending and income inequality, we use provincial-level panel data of 33 provinces of Indonesia from 2007 to 2013. All data on bank lending at provincial level are retrieved from Indonesian Banking Statistics provided by Bank Indonesia while the Gini Index and macroeconomic data at the provincial level are gathered from Indonesia Statistic Bureau or Badan Pusat Statistik (BPS). Rural banks and Islamic banks are not considered due to their particular characteristics (Nys et al., 2015) 3 . Our dependent variable is income inequality measured by the Gini Index expressed in percentage terms. The explanatory variables of interest are the different types of bank loans. We differentiate loans into three types and use as a scale factor each the population in each province. As alternative proxies, we include loan growth and its standard deviation (loan volatility) from January to December of each year. The different categories of loans are defined as follows:
1. Loan to Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (Loan to MSMEs) We scale this variable by population. The criteria of MSMEs are based on Indonesia Act. Number 20/2008 regarding micro, small, medium enterprises. Micro enterprises are those with net assets of no more than 50 million IDR (about the equivalent of around 3700 USD) 4 , small enterprises are those with net assets of no more than 500 million IDR (around 37,000 USD), and medium enterprises are those with net assets of no more than 10 billion IDR (around 740,000 USD). Loan to MSMEs provide more benefits to people in the area, as one of its characteristics is that MSMEs tend to be labor intensive rather than capital intensive, we expect the coefficient associated to loan to MSMEs to be negative and significant.
Loan for Investment and Working Capital (Business Loans)
We here consider the total amount of loans granted by banks in each province for either investment or working capital to businesses which are not categorized as MSMEs during a one-year period. A working capital loan is a loan for day to day business operations while an investment loan is a loan for longer term purposes. A business loan, either working capital loan or investment loan, which tends to be more capitalintensive, is expected to only benefit shareholders or the management of relatively large 4 companies. We hence expect the coefficients associated to such variables to be positive and significant.
Loan for consumption (Consumer loans)
We take the total amount of bank loans in each province for consumption purposes. Because such loans are generally not accessible to the poor, we expect the coefficient associated to this variable to be positive and significant.
Following the existing literature, we control for socioeconomic conditions that could impact inequality in Indonesia. It is widely argued that socioeconomic conditions could be reflected by unemployment, life expectancy, education and living standards (Trinugroho et al., 2015) . For instance, Beck et al. (2010) include the unemployment rate and level of education as control variables in their regressions.
In our investigation, we consider the unemployment rate, education, and the Human Development Index-HDI. A higher unemployment rate is expected to be associated with a higher level of income inequality. Data on the unemployment rate in each province are provided by BPS.
Education as well as Human Development Index is proxies of human capital. Referring to UNDP, the Human Development Index (HDI) is defined as a summary measure of average achievement in key dimensions of human development: a long and healthy life, being educated having a decent standard of living. HDI is therefore expected to be negatively associated with income inequality. We consider the school enrollment ratio as a proxy of education. Education is also expected to be negatively related to income inequality. These data are provided by BPS.
We also control for other factors that may impact income inequality. We consider two macroeconomic indicators. First, the GDP growth rate since more rapid growth might help in alleviating inequality. Second, government expenditure to capture possible redistribution effects in favor of low-income groups (Kim and Lin, 2011) . We measure government expenditure as the amount of government expenditure in a one-year period in a province scaled by its GDP (Gov. Expenditures). These two macroeconomic indicators are provided by BPS.
In Indonesia, there has been unequal infrastructure development among regions. The most developed region is Java and other western Indonesian provinces, followed by Central Indonesia, and Eastern Indonesia. To take into account this development disparity we use dummy variables indicating the three Indonesian regions, which are Western Indonesia (WEST), Central Indonesia (CENTRAL), and Eastern Indonesia (EAST).
Hypothesis Testing and Model Specification
To test our hypothesis, whether different types of loans impact income inequality differently, we use the following specification.
We use Random Effect estimation. We conduct Hausman tests to choose between fixed effects versus random effects. The result shows that there is no significant difference 5 between the two models (with p-value>0.1), thus random effects are preferable to run our regression 5 . Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of our sample consisting of 33 provinces from 2007 to 2013 and table 2 the correlation matrix which shows that four types of loans which are Loan working capital (business loans), Loan for Investment (business loans), Loan to MSMEs, Loan for Consumption (consumer loans) are strongly correlated. Consequently, we separately introduce each loan type in the regressions.
Results

Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix
Table 1. General descriptive statistics
5 Endogeneity could be a concern with possibly two main sources. The first is simultaneity. Regarding our variable of concern, income inequality (Gini index) and bank loan, we do not suspect any simultaneous relationship between the two. We hypothesize that loan influences income inequality and not the other way around. Thus, it is unlikely that the relationship between income inequality and bank loan could be bidirectional. The second source of endogeneity is the omitted variable bias, a variable which could be correlated with independent variables. In our specification, we include all the variables that are expected to affect the Gini index. Furthermore, we also run fixed effect regressions which provide similar results but because both the Hausman test and the robust Hausman test favor random effects we run our regressions using such estimation techniques. Gini = gini index; Loan Work. Cap. = 1000*Bank loan for working capital on third party/population; Loan Investment = 1000*Bank loan for investment on third party/population; Loan MSME = 1000*Bank loan for investment and working capital on micor, small, and medium enterprises (MSME)/population; Loan Consumption = 1000*Bank loan for consumption/population; Gr Work. Cap. = growth of bank loan for working capital in period t (from January to December); Gr Loan Investment = growth of bank loan for investment capital in period t (from January to December); Gr Loan MSME = growth of bank loan for MSME in period t (from January to December); Gr Loan Consumption = growth of bank loan for consumption in period t (from January to December); HDI=Human Development Index; Gov. Expenditures=1000*government expenditure/GDP; Unemployment rate= unemployment rate in a province; GDP Growth=province's annual GDP growth; Education= education index; Population=number of population in a province. Table 3 presents the results of random effect panel data regressions where the dependent variable is the Gini Index. The results show that Loan to MSMEs has a significant and negative impact on income inequality. However, Business loans which is decomposed as working capital and investment have both a significant but positive impact on income inequality. Consumer loans (Consumption) and the growth of such loans also positively and significantly affect income inequality. Regarding macroeconomic and socioeconomic conditions, only government expenditure has a significant and negative relationship with income inequality. Higher government expenditure (scaled by GDP) in a province is associated with lower income inequality. Turning to our dummy variable which controls for development disparity across regions, the result shows that the eastern part of Indonesia experiences larger income inequality than other parts of Indonesia.
Stats
Empirical results
Our results provide evidence that bank lending is significantly associated with income inequality. First, loans to micro, small, and medium enterprise could help to reduce income inequality. Because MSMEs tend to be labor intensive, the expansion is expected to stimulate job creation lead to lower unemployment. Second, we find evidence that business loans to large firms (either working capital or investment loan) are positively associated with the Gini index and thus exacerbate income inequality. As micro, small, medium-sized enterprise, large companies or firms also need loans to expand their business .Nevertheless, these types of loans are essentially beneficial for the rich who own or manage such large firms. Third, likewise, consumer loans are also found to be positively associated with the Gini index. As long as consumer loan regulation in Indonesia remains focused on assessing the borrower's social background access to such loans will not be beneficial for the poor. To grant consumer loans to individuals or households, banks take into account several socioeconomic dimensions: level of capital or wealth, collateral, income level, and social background. Such requirements can generally only be met by middle upper class individuals or households.
Regarding control variables, government expenditure has a significant negative effect on income inequality. This result is consistent with the existence of poverty alleviation programs in each province aimed at improving life by redistributing tax revenues. For dummy variables, we find that the eastern side of Indonesia suffers from greater income inequality which is also consistent with the relatively difficult position of this part of Indonesia in terms of access to infrastructure, education and health development compared to the rest of the archipelago. Cap. = 1000*Bank loan for working capital on third party/population; Loan Investment = 1000*Bank loan for investment on third party/population; Loan MSME = 1000*Bank loan for investment and working capital on micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSME)/population; Loan Consumption = 1000*Bank loan for consumption/population; Gr Work. Cap. = growth of bank loan for working capital in period t (from January to December); Gr Loan Investment = growth of bank loan for investment capital in period t (from January to December); Gr Loan MSME = growth of bank loan for MSME in period t (from January to December); Gr Loan Consumption = growth of bank loan for consumption in period t (from January to December); HDI=Human Development Index; Gov. Expenditures=1000*government expenditure/GDP; GDP Growth=province's annual GDP growth; Unemployment=unemployment rate; Education= education index; Log Population=log of population by province. * p<0.05. 
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Conclusion
In this paper we investigate whether financial development affects income inequality in a single country by considering data with a detailed breakdown on lending. Our study covers 33 Indonesian provinces over the 2007-2013 period and focuses on the Gini index.
Our findings show that bank lending has a significant impact on income inequality in Indonesia, but the relationship is not clear-cut. Loans to micro, small and medium-sized enterprises contribute to significantly reduce income inequality but business loans to larger firms (either working capital or investment loans) and consumer loans significantly increase inequality. Our findings have some noteworthy policy implications. First, regulation could bolster banks to channel more loans to micro, small, medium-sized enterprises to stimulate job creation. Second, regulators should consider reforming consumer loan regulation to make bank loans accessible to a larger part of the population and not only to the middle upper class. In order to give more access to finance, regulators should make banking development pro-poor. Moreover, there should be equal financial development across provinces to facilitate access to finance all over the regions.
